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Why Rush to Democracy?
When liberating or conquering a country with a hostile population, it is contrary to US interest to immediately create a democratic government. It is, and will most likely remain, US policy to establish a democracy whenever conquering or liberating a country. US public opinion and our democratic traditions require that we install and support a democracy whenever possible. However, rushing to a fully sovereign democracy yields too much power too quickly to the conquered country, causing a variety of problems during the transitional period. Instead, a US military-led transitional governing authority should set conditions for a slow, deliberate move to full democracy, while retaining the power to directly influence the actions of that government during the transition. This is the most reliable method to create a stable country with a lasting democratic government that is friendly to the United States.
In recent wars, the US has been too quick to create an independent democratic government, which has hindered our own efforts to provide security and establish effective political institutions. In Iraq and Afghanistan, the populations were not traditionally democratic. Both populations were fractured with deep internal ethnic conflicts. The US-led invasions changed the style of government in each nation, and disrupted distribution of power. Both countries experienced an abrupt shift in makeup of the ruling groups. Without adequate time to shape and influence the population, quickly instituted sovereign democracies can lead to an opposition government or, at best, a difficult partner. These newly elected governments frequently oppose US goals and interests within the country and undermine the desired US end-state. In future conflicts, the US should slow the democratic process to better shape the post-war country. This was the standard practice used before the turn-of-the-century. A deliberate march 2 towards democracy will ensure that the US has a free hand to stabilize the country and a strong partner in the effort. In addition, it will ensure that the follow-on government is elected from a pool of people that the US is able to mentor and that the population is able to evaluate before being rushed into nationwide elections.
The current US policy is to establish a democracy whenever possible. The foundation of this policy is derived from the Democratic Peace Theory. This theory states that democratic nations rarely, if ever, go to war against another democratic nation. 1 Democracies fight nations with other types of government and non-democracies fight each other, but historically, liberal democracies have never fought each other.
Theoretically, as more countries convert to democracy, there will be fewer enemies to confront the US and more peaceful conditions will prevail globally. The Democratic Peace Theory, regardless of its validity, has traction within the US government, population, and academia. The popularity of this theory also flourishes within the ruling elites of many of our key allies. The political nature of conflict and our current commitment to coalition warfare will continue to require our support of democracy in conquered and liberated countries. shows that a transition to democracy should be a slow, deliberate process.
In the post-civil war South, US Federal (Northern) troops were used to dissolve, replace and oversee the transition of the state governments shortly after the war ended.
New elections were held with the Federal troops ensuring their validity, mainly by making sure freed slaves were able to exercise their right to vote and anti-unionists were disqualified from running for office. In addition, for ten years after the war, Federal These actions ensured that the newly-freed slaves were not blatantly discriminated against and that southern states elected officials who were loyal to the union. After the withdrawal of federal troops, the southern states were given full sovereignty and although they later regressed in their institutional treatment of African-Americans, they remained loyal to the union. However, a quick transition to democracy requires several factors to be successful. It needs a friendly population, a population that understands and wants a democratic government, a stable security force, and a core of competent politicians who can not only run a country, but also run a successful election campaign. Without these conditions, while a quick transition is theoretically possible, it is very difficult to achieve.
Time is necessary to either change society or, at the very least, set it on a clear path towards meeting these conditions.
The American policy to install a democracy after conquering or liberating a country will continue to be implemented. The desire of the United States will always be to transition governance and sovereignty as quickly as possible. But if we value the stability of the new democracy, the timing of the transition will need to be derived from consideration of the previously mentioned factors. One of the most important of these factors is the level of hostility that the population has towards the United States or 13 western democracy in general. If confronted by a hostile population, moving quickly to sovereign democracy will hinder US control over the newly elected government. This will most likely degrade our ability to establish a lasting democracy, and will limit our ability to maintain security within the country. It is especially difficult to cede control to an unreliable partner while maintaining a large military force within the country. Combat operations can be very frustrating when the military commander finds himself at odds with the sovereign government of the nation he is operating within. Some degree of control must be maintained over the new government until it has proven to be a reliable partner.
When building a democracy, Dankwart Rustow proposed in his book Transitions to Democracy 13 that time is a critical factor. He states that time must be allowed for the ruling elite to work out how the democratic system of government will be set up and how power will be shared. He proposes that this aspect is much more important than actually gaining the consent of the population. Through agreement with and among the country's power brokers, national consensus can be reached and propagated throughout the population. Under this theory it would be much more important to coopt the existing power brokers and empower them than it would be to use Strategic Communications to influence the population directly. Rustow's theory on the ruling elites' power sharing supports the conclusion that a transition period of only a few years is not enough time to resolve the internal differences of a country, especially for a country as fractured as Iraq or Afghanistan. In addition, granting administrative control to the newly sovereign nation may skew the internal dynamics and make it much more difficult for the ruling elite to agree on a power sharing system. Some may make unreasonable demands or hold out 14 for more power in the belief that either the United States is on their side or that their position will be greatly improved once the United States leaves. should focus their work at the provincial and district levels. While it is important to divide the work as outlined, it is imperative that these three entities closely coordinate their efforts.
In their Christian Science article, Democracy in Afghanistan is
Whatever method and tools are used, the implementation of a democratic government must be more deliberate. Implementation must begin with local elections.
Based on the success of those elections, and the performance of newly elected local governments, the speed of provincial, and then subsequently national, elections, can be determined. This also allows the US to identify or create a cadre of national governance technocrats and oversee their establishment and training, while giving them time to develop the necessary skills to perform independently. Maintaining control allows the US to retain the ability to remove anyone within a ministry who is incompetent or working to undermine the US presence. It also gives new politicians the opportunity to start at local and provincial levels, gain experience, establish a record of success, and build governing coalitions before competing in national elections.
The difference between advising an independent government agency and overseeing one may seem subtle, but it is actually stark. When the leadership of an agency is being advised, they have the ability to say "no" to their US counterpart, not only on specific issues, but on the entire direction the organization takes. This can at times work directly against US interests. This danger was highlighted in the Afghan Ministry of Information example discussed earlier in this paper. Once these agencies are granted "independence," it is very difficult for the US to overrule them or to remove a
Minister from his position. Overseeing a new government for an extended period benefits both the United States and the host nation. It gives the US advisor the power to direct change when an action is against US interest or when it is a bad governing practice. It also gives the local national officials some degree of protection while they are becoming accustomed to their new responsibilities.
Conclusion
Rushing to a sovereign, democratic government quickly after seizing a country is not in the best interest of the United States. This is especially true when confronted with a hostile population. Historical examples consistently show that a slow, deliberate transition provides the best opportunity for lasting success. Stable, prosperous, and friendly governments are created after taking the time to influence the population and organize the ruling elite. Conversely, our haste in Iraq and Afghanistan may leave behind dysfunctional governments in control of unstable countries which may quickly become enemies of the United States, effectively wasting more than ten years of the blood and treasure that we have poured into these countries. In the future, new governments should be created in a deliberate, tightly-controlled manner, and given sovereignty only if conditions are favorable. As favorable conditions develop, sovereignty should be transferred to the newly created democracy beginning at the local level and working up to a fully independent national government. Espousing democracy will remain a basic tenet of US foreign policy and the US military must be prepared to meet this expectation whenever embarking on a campaign to overthrow a foreign government. This decade-long process must be planned in an adaptive manner in order
